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Abstract 


This  study  examines  the  effects  of  job  satisfaction  and  rated  job 
performance  on  voluntary  turnover  among  a  sample  of  295  hospital  em¬ 
ployees.  Measures  of  job  satisfaction  were  obtained  from  the  sample, 
independent  performance  ratings  by  their  superiors  were  obtained  from 
company  records,  and  voluntary  turnover  data  were  collected  one  year 
after  questionnaire  administration.  Using  subgroup  analysis  and  mod¬ 
erated  regression,  it  was  found  that  employee  performance  ratings  sig¬ 
nificantly  moderated  the  job  satisfaction  -  turnover  relationship. 
Results  suggest  that  satisfaction  level  represents  a  greater  influence 
on  staying  for  low  performers  than  for  high  performers.  Implications 
for  theory  and  research  on  employee  turnover  and  implications  for  man¬ 
agement  are  discussed. 


Performance  as  a  Moderator  of  the  .Job 
Satisfaction  -  Turnover  Relationship^- 

In  the  study  of  employee  turnover,  researchers  have  typically 
focused  on  identifying  major  influences  on  staying  or  leaving  and  on 
modeling  predictors  in  such  a  way  Chat  a  coherent  pattern  of  relation¬ 
ships  emerge  concerning  the  withdrawal  process  (Mobley,  Griffeth,  Hand, 

&  Meglino,  1979;  Porter  S.  Steers,  1973;  Muchinsky  &  Tuttle,  1979).  In 
doing  so,  i  major  aspect  of  turnover  that  has  been  largely  ignored 
concerns  the  potential  influence  of  employee  performance  level  on  the 
decision  to  stay  or  leave. 

The  need  for  research  on  the  role  of  employee  performance  in  turn¬ 
over  has  been  manifest  for  some  time  (Porter  and  Steers,  1973;  Muchinsky 
and  Tuttle,  1979;  Tosi  and  Sims,  1977).  To  date,  however,  little  has 
been  done  (Marsh  and  Mannari,  1977;  Wanous,  Stumpf,  and  Bedrosian, 

1978).  One  attempt  to  examine  the  role  of  performance  in  the  withdrawal 
process  from  a  conceptual  point  of  view  has  recently  been  presented  by 
Steers  and  Mowday  (1981).  Briefly,  it  is  argued  in  this  model  that 
performance  level  may  interact  with  job  attitudes  (and  other  variables) 
to  determine  behavioral  intention  to  leave  and  actual  turnover. 

More  specifically,  it  seems  logical  to  assume  that  the  decision  to 
leave  in  many  cases  is  caused  by  multiple  factors  (Porter  &  Steers, 
1973).  When  an  individual  performs  poorly  on  the  job,  we  would  expect 
that  the  organization  -  and,  indeed,  perhaps  the  employee's  co-workers 
as  well  -  would  make  few  attempts  to  retain  the  individual.  The  organ¬ 
ization  and  co-workers  may  even  attempt  to  remove  the  employee  through 
subtle  pressure  or  through  overt  actions.  In  any  case,  the  employee  may 


have  little  reason  to  remain  unli  ss  he  or  she  truly  enjoyed  his  or  her 


task  activities  (i.c.,  job  satisi action) .  In  such  circumstances,  wc. 
would  expect  a  modest  inverse  relationship  between  satisi' act  ion  level 
and  turnover. 

For  superior  performers,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  likely  that 
organizations  (and  perhaps  co-workers)  would  go  to  great  lengths  to 
maintain  their  participation.  This  could  be  done  through  pay  raises, 
praise,  greater  promotional  possibilities,  status,  and  so  forth.  Hence, 
for  the  superior  performer,  his  or  her  actual  level  of  satisfaction  with 
the  job  (while  important)  may  be  less  of  a  force  in  staying  than  the 
extent  to  which  the  individual  feels  appreciated  and  properly  recog¬ 
nized.  In  essence,  the  superior  performer  would  generally  experience 
more  reasons  to  remain,  and  job  satisfaction  would  represent  only  one  of 
many  such  reasons.  Thus,  it  was  hypothesized  in  the  present  study  that 
there  would  be  significant  inverse  relationship  between  job  attitudes 
and  turnover  for  those  individuals  rated  low  in  performance  but  not 
necessarily  for  those  rated  high  in  performance. 


METHOD 

Sample  and  Research  Site 

This  study  was  carried  out  among  a  sample  of  295  employees  of  a 
mid-western  hospital.  Subjects  held  a  wide  variety  of  technical  and 
non-technical  positions  in  the  clerical,  service,  nursing,  and  adminis¬ 
trative  areas.  Average  age  of  subjects  was  approximately  35  and  average 
tenure  approximately  8  years.  Educational  backgrounds  ranged  from  high 
school  degrees  to  masters  degrees. 


Research  Instruments 


Job  satisfaction.  Satisfaction  with  job  was  measured  using  the 
scale  developed  by  Hackman  and  Lawler  (1971).  This  scale,  which  was 
designed  to  measure  general  job  satisfaction,  had  a  coefficient  alpha  of 
.71  for  thi  present  sample. 

Job  performance  ratings.  Job  performance  data  were  obtained  from 
hospital  performance  appraisal  records.  A  standardized  performance 
appraisal  form  was  used  for  all  job  categories.  Immediate  supervisors  . 
rated  their  employees  on  eleven  dimensions  of  performance:  attitude, 
attendance,  appearance,  conduct,  ability,  initiative,  work  with  group, 
promotability ,  quantity  of  work,  quality  of  work,  and  employee-patient 
relationship.  Rating.?  ranged  from  "unsatisfactory"  through  "excellent" 
on  a  five  point  Likert  scale.  Where  dimensions  of  performance  were  not 
applicable  to  a  job  classification  that  dimension  was  not  rated.  All 
employees  were:  1)  required  to  review  the  performance  appraisal  with 
their  supervisor;  2)  given  the  opportunity  to  make  written  comments  on 
the  appraisal  form;  and  3)  required  to  place  their  signature  on  the  form 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  review.  A  composite  measure  of  employee  job 
performance,  which  was  calculated  by  summing  the  eleven  dimensions,  had 
a  coefficient  alpha  of  .82  for  the  present  sample. 

Turnover.  Data  on  voluntary  employee  turnover  were  collected  for  a 
period  of  one  year  after  study  data  were  collected  (18%  of  the  sample 
voluntarily  left  the  organization  during  this  period). 

Demographics.  Measures  of  demographic  variables  included  tenure 
with  organization,  tenure  in  Job,  age,  education,  and  sex. 
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Data  Collection 


Questionnaires  were  administered  on-site  during  regular  working 
hours.  Subjects  were  informed  that  participation  was  voluntary  and  were 
assured  of  confidentiality  of  responses.  Of  the  initial  random  sample, 
382  questionnaires  were  gathered  (87%  of  the  sample).  Performance  data 
were  available  for  293  employees  or  78%  of  the  data  set  (22%  of  the 
employees  that  participated  in  the  study  had  not  yet  received  perform¬ 
ance  appraisal  due  to  their  status  as  recent  hires). 

RESULTS 

Correlations  between  major  study  variables  are  shown  in  Table  1. 
These  findings  indicate  that  the  magnitude  of  the  relationships  between 
the  three  major  study  variables  is  sufficiently  low  to  suggest  an  ac¬ 
ceptable  level  of  independence  for  purposes  of  analysis.  Moreover,  the 
demographic  variables  also  were  found  to  be  only  weakly  related  to  the 
major  study  variables. 

Initial  analysis  of  the  major  study  variables  (shown  in  Table  2) 
indicate  that,  before  considering  the  effects  of  performance,  leavers 
tend  to  be  somewhat  less  satisfied  with  their  jobs  than  stayers.  This 
finding  supports  earlier  research  on  the  (moderate)  effects  of  Job 
satisfaction  on  turnover  (Porter  &  Steers,  1973). 


Insert  Table  1  &  2  about  here 


In  addition,  results  concerning  the  potential  moderating  effects  of 
performance  ratings,  shown  in  Table  2,  show  no  significant  difference 
between  high  performing  stayers  and  high  performing  leavers  with  respect 
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to  job  satisfaction  levels.  However,  low  performing  leavers  were  signi¬ 
ficantly  less  satisfied  than  were  low  performing  stayers.  These  results 
suggest  the  existence  of  an  interaction  effect  between  performance  and 
job  satisfaction  with  respect  to  turnover,  as  suggested  above.  When 
performance  is  taken  into  consideration,  the  difference  in  job  satis¬ 
faction  between  stayers  and  leavers  is  attenuated  for  high  performers 
and  augmented  for  low  performers.  These  results  hold  up  when  performance 
is  treated  as  a  continuous  moderator  variable.  Moderated  regression 
analysis  presented  in  Table  3  indicate  that  the  addition  of  the  inter¬ 
action  term  in  the  presence  of  both  satisfaction  and  performance  vari¬ 
ables  significantly  increases  the  explained  variance  in  turnover. 
Regression  lines  plotting  scores  one  standard  deviation  above  and  below 
the  mean  of  each  independent  variable  are  presented  in  Figure  1  to 
assist  in  the  interpretation  of  the  results.  For  low  performers,  turn¬ 
over  decreases  as  satisfaction  increases.  For  high  performers,  turnover 
remains  relatively  unchanged  as  satisfaction  increases. 


Insert  Table  3  &  Figure  1  about  here 


DISCUSSION 

The  results  discussed  above  have  implications  for  theory  and  re¬ 
search  in  the  field  of  employee  turnover.  Currently  most  theoretical 
models  of  turnover  do  not  consider  employee  performance.  Evidence  is 
provided  here  that  rated  employee  performance  level  may  influence  the 
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relationship  between  affective  reaction  to  job  and  turnover.  That  Is, 
while  job  satisfaction  may  represent  an  important  influence  on  staying 
or  leaving  for  poor  performers  (perhaps  because  they  have  little  reason 
to  stay  otherwise),  its  effect  on  staying  or  leaving  for  superior  per¬ 
formers  seems  diminished.  This  latter  finding  is  apparently  the  result 
of  the  existence  of  several  other  forces  or  reasons  lor  staying  (e.g., 
recognition,  praise,  etc.).  Hence,  some  support  was  found  for  that  part 
of  the  model  presented  by  Steers  and  Mowday  (1981)  dealing  with  job 
performance  and  turnover. 

The  results  of  this  study  have  implications  for  research  on  turn¬ 
over  in  that  they  point  to  the  importance  of  investigating  two  forms  of 
turnover  --  turnover  of  effective  employees  and  turnover  of  ineffective 
employees.  Differential  predictions  of  each  form  of  turnover  should 
help  us  better  understand  which  factors  influence  each  form  of  with¬ 
drawal.  This  study  indicates,  for  example,  that  satisfaction  with  the 
joo  may  nave  a  greater  influence  on  the  retention  of  poorly  rated  per¬ 
formers  than  highly  rated  performers. 

In  addition,  the  findings  presented  here  caution  against  undue 
reliance  on  job  satisfaction  measures  as  an  indicator  of  organization 
health  unless  data  are  reported  separately  for  high  and  low  performers. 
As  the  results  in  Table  2  indicate,  the  mean  levels  of  job  satisfaction 
for  these  two  groups  are  significantly  different.  Such  a  finding  may  be 
expected  given  the  fact  that  high  performing  employees  typically  garner 
more  extrinsic  and  intrinsic  rewards.  Not  taking  into  account  perform¬ 
ance  differences,  therefore,  might  serve  to  overestimate  current  at¬ 
tachments  of  ineffective  employees  and  underestimate  current  attachments 
of  high  performers. 
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Although  significant  relationships  emerged  from  the  analysis,  the 
strength  of  these  relationships  are  not  overly  strong.  However,  this 
finding  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  previous  research  and  suggests 
that  other  factors  also  influence  the  turnover  process  (see,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  Mobley  et  al.,  1979).  Moreover,  it  must  be  emphasized  that  this 
study  utilized  performance  ratings  as  an  indicator  of  actual  performance. 

It  is  felt  based  on  these  study  results  that  rated  job  performance 
has,  in  fact,  been  shown  to  be  an  important  factor  in  the  turnover 
process  for  a  least  one  sample.  Hopefully,  a  sufficient  case  has  been 
made  here  to  stimulate  additional  research  in  this  area. 
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FOOTNOTE 

1.  The  research  reported  here  was  supported  by  funds  provided  under 
ONR  Contract  N00014-76-C-0164,  NR  170-812.  The  comments  of  Paul  R. 

Sackett  on  an  earlier  draft  are  greatly  appreciated.  Requests  for 
reprints  should  be  sent  to  Daniel  G.  Spencer,  School  of  Business,  Uni¬ 
versity  of  Kansas,  Lawrence,  Kansas  66045. 
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Table  1 


Means,  Standard  Deviations,  and  Correlation  Matrix  of  Study  Variables 


Variable 

M 

SD 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1.  Job  Satisfaction 

5.61 

1.34 

1.00 

2.  Performance 

3.73 

0.53 

.17 

1.00 

3.  Tenure  in 

organization 

7.60 

6.45 

.11 

.08 

1.00 

4.  Tenure  in  job 

4.06 

3.90 

.18 

.13 

.57 

1.00 

5.  Age 

35.80 

9.24 

.21 

.06 

.54 

.48 

1.00 

6.  Education 

12.95 

1.78 

-.10 

.24 

-.27 

-.25 

-.40 

1.00 

7 .  Sex 

0.85 

0.36 

.03 

-.03 

.13 

.10 

.03 

-.16 

1.00 

8.  Turnover 

0.18 

0.74 

-.13 

-.07 

-.14 

-.14 

-.12 

.16 

-.06 

1.00 

Note.  N  =  295;  r_  -10  is  significant  at  the  .05  level;  r  j>  .14  is 
significant  at  the  .01  level.  Sex  is  coded  Male  ■  0,  Female  ■  1. 


Table  2 


Sample,  Subgroup  N's,  and  Job  Satisfaction 


Mean 


N 

satisfaction 

Total  Sample 

Stayers 

242 

5.69 

Leavers 

53 

5.24a 

High  Performers 

Stayers 

126 

5.72 

Leavers 

24 

6.04 

Low  Performers 

Stayers 

116 

5‘66b  r 

Leavers 

29 

4.57b,C 

aDifference  between  stayers  and  leavers  for  the  total  sample  (N=295) 
is  significant  (£  =  2.20;  p  <  .05). 


difference  between  high  and  low  performers  for  leaving  group  (N=53) 
is  significant  (£  =  3.82;  p  <  .05). 

c 

Difference  between  stayers  and  leavers  for  low  performing  group 
(N=145)  is  significant  (£  =  3.87;  p  <  .05). 
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Table  3 


Results  of  Moderated  Regression  for  Job 
Satisfaction,  Turnover,  and  Performance 

Zero-order  Rs  Adding  Performance 

correlation  with 

Job  Satisfaction  R,  R  F(R  -R, ) 

1  m  ml 


Turnover  -.13  .14  .22  8.58** 


Note.  N  =  295;  R,  -  linear  multiple  correlation;  R  *  moderated  multi- 
1  m 

pie  correlation. 


* 

P  < 


.05 


** 

P  < 


.01 
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Satisfaction 

—  —  —  Low  Performance 
■'  High  Performance 


Interaction  effect*  of  aatiafaction  and  performance 
on  turnover. 
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Code  200 

800  Nv  Quincy  Street 
Arlington,  VA  22217 
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LIST  4 

NAVMAT  6  NPRDC 


NAVKAT 


Program  Administrator  for  Manpower, 
Personnel,  and  Training 
HQ  Naval  Material  Command  (Code  08D22) 
678  Ciystal  Plaza  05 
Washington,  DC  20370 

Naval  Material  Command 
Management  Training  Center 
NKAT  09M32 

Jefferson  Plaza,  Bldg  02,  Rm  150 
1421  Jefferson  Davis  Highway 
Arlington,  VA  20360 


NPRDC 


Commanding  Officer  (5 

Naval  Personnel  R6D  Center 
San  Diego,  CA  92152 

Navy  Personnel  R&D  Center 
Washington  Liaison  Office 
Building  200,  2N 
Washington  Navy  Yard 
Washington,  DC  20374 
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LIST  6 

NAVAL  POSTGRADUATE  SCHOOL 


Naval  Postgraduate  School 
ATTN:  Dr.  Richard  S.  Elster 
Department  of  Administrative  Sciences 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 
ATTN:  Professor  John  Senger 
Operations  Research  and 
Administrative  Science 
Monterey,  CA  93940 

Superintendent 

Naval  Postgraduate  School 

Code  1424 

Monterey,  CA  93940 
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LIST  7 
HRM 


Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Air  Station 
Alameda,  CA  94591 

Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Submarine  Base  New  London 
P . 0 .  Bo  x  81 
Groton,  CT  06340 

Officer  in  Charge 

Hunan  Resource  Management  Division 
Naval  Air  Station 
Mayport,  FL  32228 

Commanding  Officer 

Human  Resource  Management  Center 

Pearl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Commander  in  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 

U.S.  Pacific  Fleet 

Pearl  Harbor,  HI  96860 

Officer  In  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Base 

Charleston,  SC  29408 

Commanding  Officer 
Hnwan  tpginrce  Hamigeiiiritf'  School 
Naval  Air  Station  Memphis 
Millington,  TN  38054 

Human  Resource  Management  School 
Naval  Air  Station  Memphis  (96) 
Millington,  TN  38054 
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List  7  (Continued) 


Commanding  Officer 
Hunan  Resource  Management  Center 
1300  Wilson  Boulevard 
Arlington,  VA  22209 

Commanding  Officer 
Hunan  Resource  Management  Center 
5621-23  Tidewater  Drive 
Norfolk,  VA  23511 

Commander  in  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 

U.S.  Atlantic  Fleet 

Norfolk,  VA  23511 

Officer  in  Charge  -  * 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Naval  Air  Station  Ehidbey  Island 
Oak  Harbor,  WA  98278 


Commanding  Officer 

Human  Resource  Management  Center  '• 
Box  23  .1 

FPO  New  York  09510 

Commander  in  Chief 

Human  Resource  Management  Division 

U.S.  Naval  Force  Europe 

FPO  New  York  09510 

Officer  in  Charge 

Human  Resource  Management  Detachment 
Box  60 

FPO  San  Francisco  96651 
Officer  in  Charge 

Hunan  Resource  Management  Detachment 

C0MNAVF0RJAPAN 

FPO  Seattle  98762 
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LIST  11 

OTHER  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT 


National  Institute  of  Education 
Educational  Equity  Grants  Program 
1200  19th  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC  20208 

National  Institute  of  Education 
ATTN:  Dr.  Fritz  Muhlhauser 

EOLC/SMO 

1200  19th  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  DC  20208 

National  Institute  of  Mental  Health 
Minority  Group  Mental  Health  Programs 
Room  7  -  102 
5600  Fishers  Lane 
Rockville,  MD  20852 

Office  of  Personnel  Management 
Organizational  Psychology  Branch 
1900  E  Street,  NW. 

Washington,  DC  20415 

Chief,  Psychological  Research  Branch  \ 
ATTN:  Mr.  Richard  Lanterman 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  (G-P-l/2/62) 
Washington,  DC  20590 

Social  and  Developmental  Psychology 
Program  . 

National  Science  Foundation 

gj-.Nf  njiiini ,  DC  .12(1550 


/ 


P4-5/B2 

Sequenclal  by  Principal  Investlgacor 


T 


", 


f 


I 


LIST  15 

CURRENT  CONTRACTORS 

Dr-  Clayton  P.  Alderfer 
School  of  Organization 
and  Management 
Yale  University 
New  Haven,  CT  06520 

Dr-  H.  Russell  Bernard 
Department  of  Sociology 
and  Anthropology 
West  Virginia  University 
Morgantown,  WV  26506 

Dr.  Arthur  Blaiwes 

Human  Factors  Labor. .tory,  Code  N-71 
Naval  Training  Equipment  Center 
Orlando,  FL  32813 

Dr.  Michael  Borus 
Ohio  State  University 
Columbus,  OH  43210 

Dr.  Joseph  V.  Brady 
The  Johns  Hopkins  University 
School  of  Medicine 
Division  of  Behavioral  Biology 
Baltimore,  MD  21205 

Mr.  Frank  Clark 

ADTECH/Advanced  Technology,  Inc. 

7923  Jones  Branch  Drive,  Suite  500 
Jicljean,  TA  "  2221112 

Dr.  Stuart  W.  Cook 
University  of  Colorado 
Institute  of  Behavioral  Science 
Boulder,  CO  80309 

Mr.  Gerald  M.  Croan 
Westinghouse  National  Issues 
Center 
Suite  1111 

2341  Jefferson  Davis  Highway 
Arlington,  VA  22202 
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LIST  15  (Continued) 


Dr.  Larry  Cummings 
University  of  Wisconsin-Madison 
Graduate  School  of  Business 
Center  for  the  Study  of 

Organizational  Performance 
1155  Observatory  Drive 
Madison,  WI  53706 

Dr.  John  P.  French,  Jr. 
University  of  Michigan 
Institute  for  Social  Research 
P.0.  Box  1248 
Ann  Arbor,  MI  48106 

Dr.  Paul  S.  Goodman 
Graduate  School  of  Industrial 
Administration 
Carnegie-Mellon  University 
Pittsburgh,  PA  15213 

Dr.  J.  Richard  Hackman 
School  of  Organization 
and  Management 
Yale  University 
56  Hillhouse  Avenue 
New  Haven,  CT  06520 

Dr.  Asa  G.  Hilliard,  Jr. 

The  Urban  Institute  for — 

Human  Services,  Inc. 

J?-0.  Box  15068 

Shj Jlbainristrc^  TA  '94115 

Dr.  Charles  L.  Hulin 
Department  of  Psychology 
University  of  Illinois 
Champaign,  IL  61820 

Dr.  Edna  J.  Hunter 
United  States  International 
University 

School  of  Human  Behavior 

P.0.  Box  26110 

San  Diego,  CA  92126 
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Dr.  Rudl  Klauss 

Syracuse  University 

Public  Administration  Department 

Maxwell  School 

Syracuse,  MY  13210 

Dr.  Judi  Komakl 

Georgia  Institute  of  Technology 
Engineering  Experiment  Station 
Atlanta,  GA  30332 

Dr.  Edward  E.  Lawler 
Battelle  Human  Affairs 
Research  Centers 
P.0.  Box  5395 
4000  N.E.,  41st  Street 
Seattle,  WA  98105 

Dr.  Edwin  A.  Locke 
University  of  Maryland 
College  of  Business  and  Management 
and  Department  of  Psychology 
College  Park,  MD  20742 

Dr.  Ben  Morgan 
Performance  Assessment 
Laboratory 

Old  Dominion  University  ' 

Norfolk,  VA  23508 

~-Hx-  ;Mrhard  X.  -itowday 
Thrathrate  School  of  Management 
and  Business 
University  of  Oregon 
Eugene,  OR  97403 

Dr.  Joseph  Olmstead 
Human  Resources  Research 
Organization 

300  North  Washington  Street 
Alexandria,  VA  22314 
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LIST  15  (Continued) 


Dr.  Thomas  M.  Ostrom 
The  Ohio  State  University 
Department  of  Psychology 
1 1 6E  Stadium 
404C  West  17th  Avenue 
Columbus,  OH  43210 

Dr.  George  E.  Rowland 

Temple  University,  The  Merit  Center 

Ritter  Annex,  9th  Floor 

College  of  Education 

Philadephia,  PA  19122 

Dr.  Irwin  G.  Sarason 
University  of  Washington 
Department  of  Psychology 
Seattle,  WA  98195 

Dr.  Benjamin  Schneider 
Michigan  State  University 
East  Lansing,  MI  48824 

Dr.  Saul  B.  Sells 
Texas  Christian  University 
Institute  of  Behavioral  Research 
Drawer  C 

Fort  Worth,  TX  76129  ^ 

"  ■-  ■  .  .  ;  :j 

Dr.  H.  Wallace  Sinaiko  -  ....  ..  —  •  ....  . 

Program  Director,  Manpower  Research  •  '.  i 

— and  Adwl Tarry . iSxrrpi ms  .....  r  .  r  . 

SntiTbs  onLan  XnstriTxrt  1  nm 

801  N.  Pitt  Street,  Suite  120 

Alexandria,  VA  22314 

Dr.  Richard  Steers  ‘ 

Graduate  School  of  Management 
and  Business 
University  of  Oregon 
Eugene,  OR  97403 


